SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL TO SECTION II

LEMMA 1 (attention choice)
The optimal attention is weakly decreasing in the distance of the mean quality in group G from the threshold quality R. Moreover, if [ ] , and if is differentiable, then the monotonicity is strict on .
Proof of Lemma 1:
).
(1)
The integral term in equation (2) represents the expected payoff for Gaussian uncertainty.Differentiating with respect to and in equation (1) we get:
Therefore, for all (2) This together with the fact that is independent of implies that if increases, then at lower relatively increases with respect to that at higher , which means that an increase in implies that the optimal decreases or stays constant. Now we prove the strict monotonicity. is differentiable and the first order condition holds at an interior optimum, i.e. . If is the original optimum, then the inequality (2) implies that if increases, then at . If and [ ],
then the monotonicity shown above is in fact strict. QED Comment [PU1]: Filip, please check whether there are all proofs that we promise in the main text. Now, here is proof of corollary 2 which is not in the main text.
LEMMA 2 (effect of higher attention)
If , then a higher attention increases the probability that an applicant from group G is accepted, i.e. that . If , then the probability decreases with .
Proof of Lemma 2:
Upon receiving signals and the DM's posterior belief about the quality is given by , where
which implies that for group G the posterior means are drawn from . Higher attention increases the variance of the posterior means.The statement of Lemma 2 follows immediately. QED
Proof of Proposition 1:
A) Lemma 1 implies that the member of the group G is paid (weakly) less attention than the applicant from the group P, which together with Lemma 2 implies that the endogenous difference in attention levels across the two groups increases difference in selection probabilities since more attention increases the probability of selection on this market. B), C) Follow analogously from Lemmata 1and 2.
QED
Proof of Corollary 2:
Follows immediately from Lemmata 1and 2, analogously to the proof of Proposition 1. For instance, on the ``cherry-picking'' market, revelation of G decreases attention to the applicant (Lemma 1), which on this market decreases the probability of selection (Lemma 2). QED Notes: OLS in all Columns of all Panels. Standard errors in parentheses. *** denotes significance at the 1% level, ** at the 5% level and * at the 10% level. Majority-sounding name is Jiri Hajek, Roma-sounding name is Gejza Horvath and Asiansounding name is Phan Quyet Nguyen. The dependent variables are measured on a scale 0-7. 0 means that a respondent considered it impossible for a person with the given name to have high school (university) education and to live in lodging (in a rented flat, in an own flat, in an own house). 7 means that a respondent considered it certain. 
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